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  The goal of this research study was to evaluate the University of Wisconsin-
Stout Research Services office grant and contract process (GCP) and the procedures 
that take place within that process.   The purpose of the study was twofold.  First to 
document the procedures of the GCP and second to evaluate the efficiency of the GCP.  
This latter information would be used to streamline the procedures.  
The data collection took place in two phases.  In Phase I, an identification and 
documentation of the GCP procedures occurred.  In Phase II, an evaluation of the 
identified procedures was conducted for accuracy of wording, proper sequential order, 
and efficiency of time and resources.  There were 3 participants of the study, all of 
who worked within the Research Services office.  Data was collected in both a 
 iii
quantitative and qualitative manner.  It was analyzed through descriptive statistics and 
content analysis.   
Phase I identified and documented 16 procedures.  Each procedure had 1 title, 
1 goal, and multiple tasks and steps depending on the intricacies and difficulty of 
carrying out the procedure.  Phase II, identified the level of efficiency within six 
different evaluation areas: accuracy of wording, proper sequential order of the tasks 
within the procedure, proper sequential order of the steps within the tasks, and 
efficiency of time and resources (personnel and material resources).    
It was concluded that there were three main categories of procedures: those 
that are working well in all evaluation areas; those that are not working well in any 
evaluation area; and those that need to be re-evaluated as indicated by participant 
disagreement of working status (i.e. working well or not working well) within all 
evaluation areas.   
Overall conclusions recommend that the Research Services office review the 
entire GCP.   Procedures within the GCP that did not have evaluative consensus across 
participants need re-evaluation.  During this re-evaluation, specific areas of attention 
should be given to the redundancy of information management systems, tracking the 
grant/contract signature approval process, and word accuracy.    
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University of Wisconsin-Stout Research Service Process and Procedure Evaluation 
 
 
Chapter 1 
Introduction 
 
 
 
 The University of Wisconsin-Stout Research Services, located in 
Menomonie, Wisconsin is designed for the purpose of aiding faculty and staff in all 
aspects of grant and contract activity.  The Research Services (RS) office is 
responsible for assisting in the locating of extramural funding; assistance with grant 
conceptualization, development, and writing; contract development; internal grant 
programs; administrative assistance for grant and contract needs; and the submission 
and award process of a grant.  Research Services is also responsible for the 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) for the protection of Human Subjects, Institutional 
Animal Care & Use Committee (IACUC) for the protection of animal care, patents, 
copyrights, intellectual property, and trademark issues, gifts of money (GOM), gifts in 
kind (GIK), and student research.   
This investigation critically assesses the Grant and Contract Process (GCP) 
within the Research Services office.  The purpose of this research is twofold.  First the 
office would like to identify and document the procedures within the GCP.  A second 
purpose is to evaluate the efficiency of the GCP.  Information from the second would 
be used to streamline the GCP.  
There were three participants of this study (N=3).  The participants were all 
members of the Research Services staff.  The evaluation was conducted in two phases: 
First, identification and documentation of the GCP occurred.  Second, an evaluation of 
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the identified procedures was conducted for accuracy of wording, proper sequential 
order of the tasks within the procedure, proper sequential order of the steps within the 
tasks, and efficiency of time and resources (personnel and material resources). Each of 
the six evaluation areas contained specific descriptors.  Participants were asked to 
identify the descriptor that was taking place within each evaluation area.   In Phase I, a 
form was developed by the primary investigator to identify and document the GCP 
through an interview and observation process. In Phase II, an evaluation instrument 
was also designed by the primary investigator to evaluate the six evaluation areas 
mentioned above.  
Data was analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively, summarized, and 
presented.  Sixteen distinct procedures were identified in the GCP.  Each of the 16 
procedures had 1 title, 1 goal, and multiple tasks and steps depending on the intricacies 
and difficulty of carrying out the procedure.  Of the 16 procedures there were 3 
procedures (19%) in which both participants agreed that all six evaluation areas within 
that procedure were working well.  There were no procedures in which both 
participants agreed that all six evaluation areas were not working well.  There were 13 
procedures (81%) in which there was some form of disagreement among participants 
as to what was working well and what was not working well within the six evaluation 
areas of one procedure.    
Of those 13 procedures, participants indicated that wording changes were 
needed in 10 procedures, a task changes was needed in 1 procedure, and step changes 
would be beneficial in 6.  Five procedures had time as an inefficiency, zero procedures 
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had personnel as an inefficiency, and two procedures had material resources as an 
inefficiency.   
These results indicate there are three main categories of procedures: those that 
are working well as determined by both participants rating all six descriptors within 
one procedure as working well; those that are not working well as determined by both 
participants rating all six descriptors within one procedure as not working well; and 
those that need to be re-evaluated as determined by participants disagreeing on 
whether or not each of the six descriptors with in one procedure were working well or 
not working well.  
Overall conclusions recommend that a review of the entire GCP is conducted 
among all staff members within the Research Services office.   Procedures within the 
GCP that did not have a consensus need re-evaluation.  Specific areas of focus should 
be given to the redundancy of information management systems, tracking the 
grant/contract signature approval process, and word accuracy.    
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Chapter II 
Literature Review 
 
 
 This chapter will discuss the general nature of university based research 
support service offices and specific information regarding comparable university 
research offices.  Also discussed will be University of Wisconsin System research 
offices and the University of Wisconsin-Stout Research Services office in particular. 
The current need for a grant and contract process (GCP) and procedure evaluation will 
be discussed.  Finally, information on program evaluation, process evaluation, and job 
task analysis will be presented as aspects of each were utilized in this study.  
General Nature and Responsibility of Research Administration Offices  
An office that manages research administrative aspects on a campus is 
common at most colleges and universities.  The function, role, and title of the office is 
dependent on the size, infrastructure, and organization of the college or university.  It 
can be assumed that most universities and campuses house an office or several offices 
that are responsible for and offer general support in research administration issues 
consisting of: grants and contracts, protection of Human Subjects through Institutional 
Review Board (IRB), protection of Animal Care through Institutional Animal Care & 
Use Committee (IACUC), Intellectual Property and Legal Issues, and Student 
Research.  The administrative areas of relevance to this study involve grants and 
contracts, thus they will be discussed in detail below.   
One of the major areas that most research support service offices are 
responsible for is the management of grants.  A grant is often viewed as money that is 
awarded through a competitive process to carry out a proposed project.  According to 
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McGill University, Research Grant Office in Quebec, Canada (2003) grants are non-
proprietary financial support for research and research related activities in a particular 
area or field.  Grants are normally awarded by sponsors whose purpose in supporting 
research is scientific, cultural, or philanthropic.  The Merriam-Webster Dictionary 
(1998) succinctly defines a grant: a grant is a gift for a particular purpose.     
There are thousands of grant programs available to non-profit organizations, 
specifically institutions of higher education and the individuals that work within them.  
These grant opportunities are generally available through government agencies at the 
local, state and federal level, private and community foundations or organizations, and 
corporate foundations.  The organizations administering the granting are typically 
called the grantors, they fund the grant program.   
Each grant that is administered has its own set of guidelines that the 
organization submitting the grant (the grantee) must adhere to in order to be 
considered for an award.  Prebyl (2003) states that there is one thing that all grantors 
have in common and that is that each program has their individual and specific rules 
and regulations. Each set of guidelines carries a wide array of information and each are 
different from one another.  Funder’s guidelines will tell the grantee what the grantor 
would like to see included in the grant proposal submitted to their agency (Davis 
2003).  Some are very general with instructions and others detail out the logistics and 
rules of each proposal component.  
Proposal guidelines range anywhere from 1 page to 100 pages in length.  All 
funding agencies vary in the level of specification within the guidelines but generally 
most guidelines hold some type of standards and/or instructions in the following areas: 
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what the agency administering the grant is interested in funding, the proposal format 
they would like the grantee to follow, how they would like the proposed project 
described in narrative form (proposal narrative), the proposal budget, designated 
forms, and supplemental information they maybe requesting.       
Many research support offices also carry out the task of managing contacts.  A 
contract is often viewed as a specific service that is provided on the basis of a formal 
agreement.  According to investorwords.com (2003) a contract is a binding agreement 
between two or more parties for performing, some specified act(s) in exchange for 
lawful consideration.  Contracts are similar to grants in that they take many shapes, 
forms and sizes. Typically contracts are administered like a grant.  They are 
administered through government agencies, corporations, and any other organization 
that an institution is partnering with to provide a service to or are partnering with to 
receive services.  Like grants, contracts generally have guidelines and rules that must 
be followed and they range in detail, length and specification as well.   
Grant and Contact Offices at other Institutions 
 Most college campuses have a research office that performs grant/contract 
administrative duties.  The level to which an office can provide this service and 
manage the grant/contract process is based on the organization infrastructure, and staff 
on hand.  For instance, the University of Michigan, a large university with 44,937 
students, has the Office of the Vice President for Research (OVPR) which manages 
overall research at the institution.  As part of the office they have a division of 
Research Development and Administration, which is solely responsible for assisting 
faculty and staff with grant activities while the OVPR is responsible for all other 
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aspects involved in research: IRB, IACUC, Intellectual Property/Legal Issues, and 
Student Research.   
Another large institution in size is Michigan State University (MSU) (44,227 
students).   MSU’s research and grant activity is housed in the Vice President for 
Research & Graduate Studies Office.  This office is seen as the overall umbrella while  
several offices are within it, specifically the Office of Intellectual Property, Human 
Subjects, Office of Radiation, Chemical, and Biological Safety (ORCBS), University 
Laboratory Animal Resource, and Grant and Contract Administration (GCA).  
Through this latter infrastructure, the GCA provides assistance to faculty and staff 
regarding the financial and contractual aspects of submitting proposals to external 
sponsors and administering awards according to a sponsor’s and MSU regulations.  
Although they may handle Human Subjects and Animal Care as part of the research 
grants submitted, GCA deals with strictly grant and contracts and they are not 
responsible for the administration and managing of Human Subjects or Animal Care, 
nor legal and intellectual property issues.  Those aspects are handled through the other 
offices within the Vice President for Research & Graduate Studies Office.  
At the smaller institution of Ferris State University in Michigan (11,074 
students), the Office of Grants is the designated unit to carry out research and grant 
related activities.  This office is in place to assist anyone at the campus with proposal 
development and grants management.  In addition, they advise on the use of human 
subjects (IRB) and laboratory animals (IACUC).  They provide general support for 
grants (governmental and non-governmental agencies such as foundation and 
corporations), budgets, scholarship needs, and legal issues.  General support is 
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typically seen in the form of finding the correct funding sources to match the proposal 
idea, guidance on proposal development, clerical support for typing of the proposal 
and filling out of forms, and providing of information in any manner needed.  
University of Wisconsin System Research Administration Offices 
 The University of Wisconsin System is the parent organization over 13 
universities and a group of 2 year granting institutions called “UW-Colleges”, within 
the state of Wisconsin.  Two universities, University of Wisconsin-Madison and 
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, are doctoral granting universities with the other 
11 serving as comprehensive campuses.  Each university has a research office which 
manages the same general responsibilities as those offices mentioned through this 
chapter.  The two doctorial campuses are larger campuses with thousands more 
students attending, greater amount of faculty and staff, and larger research 
administrative offices with multiple divisions and numerous staff.  The 11 smaller 
institutions have only one office per institution for all research administrative 
responsibilities and typically fewer staff with which to carry out those responsibilities.    
University of Wisconsin-Stout Research Services Office   
The mission of the Research Services (RS) office at the UW-Stout is to 
facilitate the development of partnerships and the implementation of research 
programs and projects.  Research Services is the only office on campus that is 
responsible for facilitating and managing all research related activities.  This includes 
grants, contracts, IRB for the protection of human subjects, IACUC for the protection 
of animal care, patents, copyrights, intellectual property, and trademark issues, gifts of 
money (GOM), gifts in kind (GIK), and student research.   
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In addition, the number of projects under each activity is large for a university 
of this size.   Specifically, UW-Stout generates the 4th greatest amount of 
grants/contract activity in the UW System, while it is the 7th largest in terms of campus 
size, number of students, faculty, and staff.   
One major responsibility of RS is aiding faculty and staff in all aspects of 
grants and contracts.  Common services provided are locating extramural funding; 
assistance with grant conceptualization, development, and writing; contract 
development; internal grant programs; administrative assistance for grants and contract 
needs; and the submission and award process of a grant.   
Facilitating and managing these aspects can become overwhelming and 
cumbersome to address, as there are thousands of grants and contacts available to 
academic institutions.  Furthermore, it is typical that there are a multitude of projects 
occurring at one time within one institution.  Seeking grant or contract money and 
dealing with the facilitation and management of these projects can be a time-
consuming and frustrating activity (Davis 2003).  
 At UW-Stout there are three people, that as a portion of their job description, 
they are responsible for the services provided through the procedures involved in the 
GCP: the Grant and Contract Processor, Office Manager/Budget Developer, and the 
Receptionist.  The Grant and Contract Processor has 65% of their workload dedicated 
to carrying out procedures within the GCP, the Manger/Budget Developer has 20% 
dedicated, and the Receptionist has 15% dedicated to these procedures.  Combined, the 
responsibilities of these procedures make up one full time position.      
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Need for Clear Grant and Contract Process and Procedures at UW-Stout   
Given the importance of grant and contract awards to UW-Stout coupled with 
the limited personnel dedicated to the administration and the attainment of such 
awards, it is critical for RS to have an accurate and efficient process in place for 
administering all aspects of grant/contract applications and submittals.  To ensure such 
a process was in place, the RS director felt an evaluation of the current GCP was 
warranted.  It should be noted that the current GCP has never been documented nor 
examined to see if its present mode of operation was the most efficient.  Specifically, 
the director wanted a critical evaluation of what is currently taking place within the 
GCP and what can be done to make this process more efficient.    
Explanation of the Proposed GCP Evaluation   
 In order to meet the goals of this study, components of two major research 
methods needed to be employed, Job Task Analysis and Process Evaluation. The first 
goal was to identify all the procedures within the GCP.  To do this, components of a 
job task analysis were utilized.  The second goal was to evaluate the efficiency of the 
identified procedure.  To do this, general components of  program evaluation and 
process evaluation techniques were employed.  A brief explanation of each method 
follows.   
 A job task analysis examines what people do, how they do it and the results 
they achieve, in addition to investigating the steps and sub-steps required to 
successfully complete a task (Instructional Design, 2002).  A job task analysis is also 
described as a procedure whereby supervisors and competent workers are observed, 
questioned, interviewed, and asked to supply materials so that the work-related 
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competencies and basic skills required to perform the given job can be identified and 
used as a basis for developing a job specific curriculum (Burkhart, 1995).   The job 
task analysis techniques are critical to an examination of the processes and procedures 
within an organizations as they should provide the identification of the essential tasks 
and duties, knowledge, skills, and abilities required to perform the job (The Pittman 
McLenagan Group, L.C., 2002).   
According to Weiss (n.d.), an evaluation is the systematic assessment of an 
operation and/or the outcomes of a program or policy, compared to the set of explicit 
or implicit standards, as a means of contributing to the improvement of the program or 
policy.  Scriven (1967) provides a simplistic definition of evaluation, defining 
evaluation as judging the worth or merit of something.   Evaluation takes place 
continuously, as people constantly evaluate experiences, situations, relationships, and 
programs through formal and informal fashions.  Informal evaluation involves casual, 
spontaneous assessments in which criteria is implicit, and evidence is quickly and 
insufficiently ascertained.  Formal evaluation is deliberate, methodological 
assessments in which criteria is explicit, clear, and evidence is systematically collected 
(Douglah, 1998).  This evaluation will employ formal evaluation techniques with a 
process evaluation focus.  
 Process evaluation is conducted when evaluators study what a program 
actually does (Weiss, n.d.).   A process evaluation can be done at any time to describe 
and analyze how a program is conceptualized, planned, and implemented.  This type 
of evaluation is not used to assess the success of the program.  It is more concerned 
with the operation of the program and the functions it carries out.  It’s purpose is to 
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determine if a program is functioning as intended (Bureau of Justice Assistance 
Evaluation Website, 2002).  Weiss (n.d.) also suggests that we study the process of a 
program to further understand the outcome data of an evaluation, as information on 
what actually occurred in a program can help explain why a program did or did not 
meet its intended outcomes.   
 By combining the job task analysis with a process evaluation, the proposed  
evaluation will meet the GCP evaluation request of the RS director.  By combining 
these methods, it will allow the examination of the current GCP system, identify what 
was taking place within it, and determine if greater efficiency can occur.     
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Chapter III 
Methodology 
 
 This study was conducted to evaluate the Grant and Contract Process (GCP) 
that takes place within the Research Services (RS) office.  Specifically, all procedures 
which occur within this process were documented and evaluated. Each procedure is 
comprised of tasks and steps that must take place in order to accomplish the goal of 
the procedure.  In the overall process of grant and contract submission, there are 
multiple procedures, each entailing necessary tasks and steps for completion.  The 
number of tasks and steps within a procedure varied depending on the intricacy and 
level of the procedure.  Within each procedure, tasks were stated as they took place in 
order to carry out the procedure.  Within each task, there were steps which outlined 
what needed to take place in order to carry out the task.    
The purpose of this research was twofold.  First was to document the 
procedures of the GCP.  A second purpose was to evaluate the efficiency of the GCP. 
Information from the second would be used to streamline the GCP. 
Participants 
 
 There were three participants of this study (N=3). The participants were all 
members of the Research Services staff.  Job descriptions within the Research Services 
office indicated that both the Grant and Contract Processor and the Office 
Manager/Budget Developer were key individuals in the GCP as they are each 
responsible for large portions of the GCP.  This was a two phase research study as 
noted below in the procedure section. Phase I data was collected by the Office 
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Manager/Budget Developer and the Grant and Contract Processor. Phase II, data was 
collected by the Office Manager/Budget Developer, and the former Receptionist who 
is now in the Grant and Contract Processor role due to staff retirement.  All 
participants held permanent positions in the office: the Office Manager/Budget 
Developer for over 4 years, the Grant and Contract Processor for over 15 years, and 
Receptionist, now the Grant and Contract Processor, for approximately six months.  
Procedure 
 
The data was collected in two phases. First, identification and documentation 
of the GCP occurred. Second, an evaluation of the identified procedures was 
conducted for accuracy of wording, proper sequential order, and efficiency of time and 
resources.  Prior to participating in either phase, a participant completed and signed the 
appropriate consent to research form (See Appendix A and B).  
Phase I: Identification and Documentation of Process and Procedures.  In 
phase one, two methods were used to document the GCP procedures: interviews and 
demonstrations. Through an interview, information was collected on the grant and 
contract process. The data collected derived from questions regarding the specific 
procedures that occur within the GCP, the goal of each procedure, the tasks that take 
place within each procedure, and the steps that take place within each task.  
The Grant and Contract Processor and Office Manager/Budget Developer then 
indicated the GCP by physically demonstrating each procedure, task, and step 
involved while the evaluator recorded the information.  Data collection took place 
August of 2001.   
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Phase II: Evaluation of Identified Process and Procedures. In phase two, data 
was collected on accuracy of wording, proper sequential order, and efficiency of time 
and resources spent on the tasks and steps within each procedure.   
Each procedure was evaluated on six evaluation focus areas: accuracy of 
wording describing what should take place, proper sequencing of the tasks within the 
procedure, proper sequencing of the steps within the tasks, efficiency of time, 
efficiency of personnel and efficiency of material resources.  Each of the evaluation 
focus areas contained specific descriptors.  Participants were asked to check the box or 
boxes of the descriptors that applies within each evaluation area.  For example, if the 
evaluation area was accuracy of wording they were asked to determine which 
descriptor applied; if the wording was confusing, poorly communicated, inaccurate, or 
working well.  Participants were instructed to fill in any explanations and suggested 
changes they felt necessary to describe their response. Each participant filled out an 
evaluation form for each individual procedure.  Data collection took place October of 
2002.  The time lapse between data collection of Phase I and Phase II was due to both 
time constraints with the evaluator and organizational changes within the office.      
Measure 
Phase I: Identification and Documentation of Process and Procedures. A form 
was developed by the primary investigator to document the GCP. This form required 
participants to state the goal of the procedure, outline the tasks that take place within 
the procedure, and the steps that take place within the task. To view the evaluation 
form used in phase I, see Appendix C. 
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Phase II: Evaluation of Identified Process and Procedures. Appendix D 
contains the evaluation form used for phase II that was developed by the primary 
investigator.  Of the six evaluation areas that the questionnaire focused on, the first 
evaluation area focused upon ‘Accuracy of Wording’.  For each procedure, the 
participants had to select the descriptor(s) that best described the accuracy of wording 
for the procedure, tasks and steps. The descriptive categories were: Confusing- the 
wording used makes it difficult to understand what needs to take place. It does not 
make sense what should take place. Poor Communication – the tasks and steps are not 
described with enough explicit detail to relay what needs to transpire. Inaccuracy – the 
tasks and steps are not what really takes place. Working Well – tasks and steps are 
worded accurately and describe in enough clear detail what needs to take place.  
The second evaluation area focused upon ‘Sequential Order of Tasks’ within  
the procedure. For each procedure, the participants had to select the descriptor(s) that 
best described the sequential order of the tasks within the procedure.  The descriptive 
categories were: Rearrange – tasks should be rearranged to accomplish the goal.  
Missing – tasks are missing and need to be added in order to accomplish the goal.  
Remove –tasks should be taken out as they do not accomplish the goal. Working Well 
– tasks are in proper sequential order to accomplish the goal of the procedure.  
The third evaluation area focused upon ‘Sequential Order of Steps’ within  
the tasks. The participants had to choose the descriptor(s) that best described the 
sequential order of the steps within the tasks.  The descriptive categories were:  
Rearrange – steps should be rearranged to accomplish the task. Missing – steps are 
missing and need to be added in order to accomplish the task.  Remove – steps should 
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be taken out as they do not accomplish the task. Working Well – steps are in proper 
sequential order to accomplish the goal of the procedure.  
  The fourth evaluation area focused upon ‘Efficiency of Time’.  The 
participants had to select the descriptor(s) that best described the efficiency of the 
procedure as related to time.  The descriptive categories were: Time – too much time 
is being used to carry out this procedure.  Time – not enough time is allowed to carry 
out this procedure. Time – the necessary amount of time is spent on this procedure.  
The fifth evaluation area focused upon ‘Efficiency of Personnel’. The 
participants had to select the descriptor(s) that best described the efficiency of the 
procedure as related to personnel. The descriptive categories were: Personnel – too 
many people are involved in this procedure.  Personnel – more people are needed to 
carry out this procedure.  Personnel – the necessary amount of people are involved in 
the procedure.   
The sixth evaluation area focused upon ‘Efficiency of Material Resources’.  
The participants had to select the descriptor(s) that best described the efficiency of the 
procedure as related to material resources.  The descriptive categories were: Material 
Resources- too many resources (paper, computer, type writer, folders, office supplies) 
are utilized to carry out this procedure. Material Resources– not enough resources 
(paper, computer, type writer, folders, office supplies) are available to carry out the 
procedure. Material Resources– the necessary amount of resources (paper, computer, 
type writer, folders, office supplies) are used to carry out this procedure.   
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Data Analysis 
Phase One: Identification and Documentation of Process and Procedures. The 
data collected in phase one is of a qualitative nature.  The documented information 
was analyzed by conducting a content analysis of the interview forms. To do this, the 
evaluator reviewed all information gained during the interviews and observations, 
sifting through the data to create a concise, clearly organized, outline of each 
procedure within the GCP.  By doing so, the content analysis resulted in a explanation 
of  each task within the procedure as well as, each step within the tasks.  
Phase Two: Evaluation of Identified Process and Procedures.  Data collected 
in phase two was both quantitative and qualitative in nature. Data was quantitative in 
that boxes were checked that indicated the descriptor(s) in each focus area that applied 
to the procedure; the number of each specific descriptor checked, was able to be 
quantified.  The results were qualitatively demonstrated by the participant supporting 
their checked descriptor(s) with narrative data that explained and/or stated specific 
changes that needed to occur.  All narrative data collected was organized into 
categories and then verbally summarized to show overall themes that surfaced in the 
results.    
Together, the quantitative and qualitative data indicated whether or not the 
procedures needed to be modified and the direction of such modifications.  This data 
also provided guidance on how the procedures could be streamlined to create greater 
efficiency.  
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Chapter IV 
Results 
 
Results were divided into two phases: Identification and Documentation of 
Process and Procedures, and Evaluation of Identified Process and Procedures.  
Phase I: Identification and Documentation of Process and Procedures 
  Sixteen distinct procedures were identified in the Grant and Contract Process 
(GCP). Each of the 16 procedures were broken down into the information consisting 
of the procedure title, procedure goal, tasks, steps, and any additional information 
needed to further explain the procedure. Each of the 16 procedures had 1 title, 1 goal, 
and multiple tasks and steps depending on the intricacies and difficulty of carrying out 
the procedure. Each procedure and the details stated above can be seen in Appendix E.  
 Table 1 overviews each procedure name, procedure goal, the number of tasks 
and the number of steps within each procedure.  It is important to note that the number 
of tasks and the number of steps is not indicative of the complexity of the procedure.  
The tasks and steps within each procedure simply indicates where a grouping of 
similar activity taking place ends and a new grouping of similar activity begins. For 
example, the task or step may be taking place in one geographical area and the next 
step or task is not in that area. It may also imply that you are using one set of resources 
for one task or step and then you need to use another set of resources for the next task 
or step.  It is dependent on the nature of the procedure and the tasks and steps taking 
place within it.  
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Table 1. 
 Overview of Procedure, Goal, Tasks, and Steps 
Procedure Name Goal of the Procedure  # of 
Tasks 
# of 
Steps 
1. Gather information on the 
Grant/Contract, Guidelines and 
Application 
To retain information about the funding 
agency, grant program, and guidelines in 
order to understand the instructions and 
rules that surround the grant/contract 
program along with the proposal 
development and writing.   
2 2 
2. Assign an Appropriate RS 
Project Number 
To assign a number to a project based on 
the principle investigator conducting the 
project. The number is given in order to 
maintain organization, document control, 
and compile a working file of all 
happenings and activities pertaining to that 
grant or contract project.  
2 5 
3. Complete a Transmittal Form 
 
A transmittal form must be filled out to 
document all the important details of the 
funding agency, the program being applied 
to, and the proposal being submitted. In 
addition, the transmittal form is needed in 
order to gain institutional approval for the 
project. The information is also used for 
reporting purposes of grant and contract 
activity.  
1 5 
4. Complete the Grants 
Management Report Form 
 
Information is input into the report form in 
order to document all necessary details of 
the funding agency, the program, and the 
proposal being submitted. In addition, 
information is used to compile reports on 
grant and contract activity.  
3 3 
5. Make a Yellow Routing Folder The folder is routed for institutional 
approval of the project which is indicated 
through institutional stakeholders 
signatures gained.  
5 6 
6. Make a Project Folder To maintain a centralized place where all 
forms and documentations of the project 
activities are kept.  
4 4 
7. Fill in the Matrix in the Grant 
Management Log Book 
The matrix is filled out to track all 
pertinent dates and happenings with the 
project.  
3 2 
8. Log the Project in the Database 
 
The project is logged into the logbook to 
keep accurate records of all activity that 
takes places within the project.  The log is 
also in place to provide proper tracking of 
the grant through the routing process to 
ensure a timely submission.   
3 3 
9. Take to the Director for 
Signature 
Obtaining the Director’s Signature is to 
show that the project has been approved by 
the Director of the Research Services 
office on campus.  
1 1 
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10. Make a Copy of the Signed 
Transmittal 
 
Replacing the unsigned transmittal form 
with a signed transmittal from is to 
maintain the most current, up to date 
information with the proper signatures on 
it, in the project file.  
3 1 
11. Log Out the Project in the 
Database 
Logging the project out of the log book is 
to ensure that we have proper records of 
when the project left the RS office and 
when it was signed by whom on the 
attached signature list. This is a method for 
tracking to provide adequate time for 
submissions.  
3 3 
12. Delivery of Yellow Folder to 
the PI 
Delivering of the yellow folder is for the 
purpose of gaining their signature 
approval.  
2 2 
13. Follow up on Folder Following up helps in tracking the folder 
to know its location.  
1 1 
14. Upon Routing Return, Log the 
Project in the Database 
It is logged in for the purpose of tracking 
the proposal.  
3 3 
15. Prepare for Mailing Preparing for mailing is to take all 
necessary steps to secure that all possible 
details are taken care of and the proposal is 
mailed properly.  
1 1 
16. Log the Project out in the 
Database 
It is logged out of the log book to ensure 
an accurate record/documentation of when 
the project left the RS office. 
3 3 
 
Phase II: Evaluation of Identified Process and Procedures 
 Each procedure was evaluated on the six evaluation focus areas, (Table 2). Each 
procedure was rated by two participants.  In addition, each participant could select 
more than 1 descriptor per evaluation area per procedure.  As a result, across 16 
procedures there was a minimum of 32 responses for each evaluation area.  After 
presenting data for the collective set of procedures, data will be presented specifically 
for each procedure. 
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Table 2. 
Evaluation Results for Collective Set of Procedures 
Proc. # 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
Partici- 
pant 
1   2 1   2 1   2 1   2 1   2 1   2 1   2 1   2 1   2 1   2 1   2 1   2 1   2 1   2 1   2 1   2 
Word Accuracy  
    PC                                
IA                                 
CF                                 
WW                                 
Task Sequence  
RA                                 
MS                                 
RM                                 
WW                                 
Step Sequence  
RA                                 
MS                                 
RM                                 
WW                                 
Time Efficiency  
TM                                 
NE                                 
NA                                 
Personnel Efficiency  
TM                                 
NE                                 
NA                                 
Material Resource Efficiency  
TM                                 
NE                                 
NA                                 
Note. Shaded boxes indicate the descriptor that each participant chose for the focus 
area.  Under the six focus areas, each set of two letters stands for a specific descriptor. 
 In the Word Accuracy focus area: PC = Poor Communication, IA = Inaccurate 
Wording, CF = Confusing Wording, WW = Working Well. In the Task Sequence 
focus area: RA = Rearrange Tasks, MS = Missing Tasks, RM = Remove Tasks, WW = 
Working Well. In the Step Sequence focus area: RA = Rearrange Steps, MS = Missing 
Steps, RM = Remove Steps, WW = Working Well. In the Time Efficiency focus area: 
TM = Too Much Time, NE = Not Enough Time, NA = Necessary Amount. In the 
Personnel Efficiency focus area: TM = Too Many Personnel, NE = Not Enough 
Personnel, NA = Necessary Amount. In the Material Resource Efficiency focus area: 
TM = Too Many Materials, NE = Not Enough Materials, NA = Necessary Amount.  
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In the ‘Word Accuracy’ area, the descriptors selected were: 1 response for 
“poor communication”, 5 responses for “inaccurate wording”, 5 responses for 
“confusing wording”, and 21 responses for the wording “working well”.  In the 
evaluation area of ‘Task Sequence’ the descriptors selected were: 1 response for 
“missing”, 1 response for “remove”, and 31 for “working well” and 0 for “rearrange”.  
In the evaluation area of ‘Step Sequence’ the descriptors selected were: 4 responses for 
“rearrange”, 2 responses for “missing”, 2 responses for “removing”, and 25 responses 
for “working well”.  In the evaluation area of ‘Time Efficiency’ the descriptors 
selected were: 6 responses for “too much time spent”, 0 responses for “not enough 
time spent”, and 26 responses for “the necessary amount of time being spent”.  In the 
evaluation area of ‘Personnel Efficiency’ the descriptors selected were: 0 responses for 
“too many personnel involved”, 0 responses for “not enough personnel involved”, and 
32 responses for “the necessary amount of personnel involved”.  In the evaluation are 
of ‘Material Resource Efficiency’ the descriptors selected were: 2 responses for “too 
many material resources used”, 0 responses for  “not enough material resources used”, 
and 30 responses for “the necessary amount of material resources used”.   
The above information reviews the results collectively.  Yet, to identify 
necessary changes to the GCP, each procedure needs to be reviewed individually.  The 
following analysis does so. Specifically, the results of each procedure will be provided 
with a summary on the descriptor(s) each participant chose in each focus area, along 
with any narrative feedback supplied as a means of explanation and/or feedback on 
how the procedure in question needed to be changed in relation to that descriptor.   
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Procedure 1: Gather Information on the Grant, Guidelines, and 
Application. Both participants are in complete agreement that the descriptive wording 
of what needs to take place in the procedure is accurate. Both participants are also in 
complete agreement that the tasks and steps are in proper sequential order, and 
efficient uses of time, personnel, and material resources are being employed.  
Procedure 2: Assigning the appropriate Research Services Number.  
One participant thought the procedure’s wording was working well to accurately 
describe what needs to take place; the other participant thought the wording had poor 
communication. The latter participant documented that more information needs to be 
added to help the reader understand how the number is to be assigned.  Both 
participants agree that tasks and steps are in proper sequence. One participant thinks 
too much time is being spent and too many resources are being used to track grant 
specific data; particularly, the fact that information is being recorded in three different 
places (Grants Management, Inside Folder, and the Blue Matrix).  It is also reported 
that the Grants Management database should be sufficient for holding the all the 
necessary information.  In the material resource evaluation area one participant states 
again that too many places are utilized to keep track of information regarding grants 
and contracts.  Both participants indicated that the necessary personnel are used to 
complete the task. The second participant thought that an efficient use of time and 
resource materials were expended in the procedure.  
  Procedure 3: Complete a Transmittal Form. One participant thought 
the procedures accurately described what needs to take place; the other participant 
thought the procedure’s wording was inaccurate.  The latter indicated that wording has 
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changed due a revision of an internal office transmittal form and further clarification is 
needed in the lines where you input information regarding who the funding source is 
and who will be the account administrator. Both participants agree that the tasks are in 
the proper sequence and working well.  One participant perceives that the steps within 
the tasks need to be rearranged due to the revision made on the form from the time the 
procedures were written, while another thinks the steps are working well. Both 
participants indicated that the necessary amount of time, personnel resources, and 
material resources are being spent on this procedure.  
  Procedure 4: Complete the Report Form. Both participants are in 
agreement that the procedure’s wording is working well to accurately describe what 
needs to take place, although it should be noted that one participant suggested several 
changes to make the procedure more clear.  Both participants agree that the tasks 
within the procedures are working well. One participant thinks that the steps within the 
procedure are inaccurate and several steps should be removed as they are not carried 
out anymore. The other participant indicates the steps as working well. One participant 
feels too much time is spent on this procedure, while the other thinks it is an necessary 
and efficient use of time.  Both participants perceive the necessary amount of 
personnel and materials resources are being used for this procedure.  
  Procedure 5: Make a Yellow Folder for Routing. One participant thinks 
the procedure’s wording is inaccurate in a couple minor places and provides a few 
suggestions. The other participant thinks the wording is working well. Both 
participants feel the tasks within the procedure are in proper sequence. One participant 
feels the steps within the task should be rearranged, indicating that a small portion of 
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information needs to be rearranged, while the other participant thinks the sequential 
order of the steps is working well.  Both participants indicated that there is a necessary 
amount of time, personnel resources, and material resources being spent on this 
procedure.   
  Procedure 6: Make a Project Folder. One participant thinks the 
procedure’s wording is inaccurate in a few places and the other participants perceives 
the wording as working well.  One participant indicates that there are missing tasks 
within the procedure and tasks that should be removed, while the other participant 
identifies that the tasks are working well.  Both participants feel there is information 
missing within the steps and information should be added, while one participant also 
indicated that there are some steps that should be removed.  Both participants feel the 
necessary amount of time, personnel resources, and material resources are being spent 
on this procedure. 
  Procedure 7: Fill in the Matrix in the Grant Management Log Book.  
One participant identifies the procedure’s wording as inaccurate and a couple 
suggestions are noted to clarify, while the other participant thinks the wording is 
working well. Both participants think the tasks within the procedure are working well. 
One participant indicates that there are steps within the tasks that should be rearranged 
to reflect the proper sequence and the other participant thinks the steps are working 
well.  One participant sees that too much time and material resources are being spent 
on this procedure while the other sees the efficiency of time and material resources as 
working well. Both participants think the necessary amount of personnel is being 
utilized.   
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  Procedure 8: Log the Project in the Log Book. One participant 
indicates that the procedure’s wording is inaccurate and the other participant indicates 
that the wording is confusing with a couple suggestions to clarify noted.  Both 
participants agree that the tasks and the steps within the procedure are working well.  
One participant sees that there is too much time being spent on this procedure and one 
participant feels that the necessary amount of time is spent on the procedure. Both 
participants agree the necessary amount of personnel and material resources are being 
utilized.   
  Procedure 9: Take to the Director for Signature.  One participant 
indicates the procedure’s wording is confusing and a suggestion of wording is noted to 
clarify.  The other participant thinks the wording is working well.  Both participants 
think the tasks and steps within the procedure are working well.  Both participants 
perceive that the procedure involves an efficient use of time, personnel resources, and 
material resources.  
  Procedure 10: Make a copy of the signed transmittal to replace the 
unsigned copy.  Both participants are in complete agreement that the wording is 
accurate in describing what needs to take place. Both participants are also in complete 
agreement that the tasks and steps are in proper sequential order, and efficient uses of 
time, personnel, and material resources are being employed.  
  Procedure 11: Log the Project out of the Log Book. One participant 
thinks the wording of the procedure is confusing and the other thinks the wording is 
working well.  Both agree that the tasks and steps are in proper sequential order, and 
an efficient use of time, personnel, and material resources are being employed. 
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 Procedure 12: Delivery of Yellow Folder to the PI. Both participants are in 
complete agreement that the wording is accurate in describing what needs to take 
place. Both participants agree the tasks within the procedure are working well. One 
participant thinks the steps need to be rearranged, while the other participant thinks 
they are working well.  Both participants agree that an efficient use of time, personnel, 
and material resources are being employed.   
  Procedure 13: Follow up on Folder.  Both participants agree the 
procedure’s wording is working well.  Both also agree the tasks within the procedure, 
and the steps within the tasks, are working well.  One participant states too much time 
is spent tracking the folder while the other participant thinks the necessary amount of 
time is spent on this procedure. Both participants feel the necessary amount of 
personnel resources and material resources are being spent on this procedure in order 
to be efficient.   
  Procedure 14: Upon Folder Return, Log the Project in the Log Book. 
One participant thinks the wording is confusing while the other participant sees it as 
working well.  Both agree the tasks within the procedure, and the steps within the tasks 
are working well.  Both also agree that an efficient use of time, personnel, and material 
resources are being employed.   
Procedure 15: Prepare for Mailing.  Both participants are in complete  
agreement that the wording is accurate in describing what needs to take place.  Both 
participants are also in complete agreement that the tasks and steps are in proper 
sequential order, and efficient uses of time, personnel, and material resources are being 
employed.  
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Procedure 16: Log the Project out in the Log Book. One participant  
indicates the wording of the procedure is confusing, while the other sees it as working 
well.  Both participants agree the tasks and steps are in proper sequential order. One 
participant states too much time is spent in this procedure tracking the folder and the 
other participant indicates the time used is necessary and efficient. Both agree the 
necessary amount of personnel resources and material resources are being spent on 
this procedure in order for it to be efficient.   
In order to get a sense of which specific procedure needs to be changed, why it 
needs to be changed, and how the change should occur, it is important to look at 
participant agreement.  For each procedure, the status of participant’s agreement per 
focus area is displayed (Table 3). Three levels of agreement could occur: “1 working 
well/1 not working well”, which concludes that the participants disagreed, one 
participant stating the identified focus area was working well and the other stating it 
was not working well; “Both working well”, which concludes that both participants 
agreed that the identified focus area for that procedure is working well; “Both not 
working well”, which concludes that both participants agreed that the identified focus 
area for that procedure is not working well. Any focus area responses other than 
“working well”, were considered “not working well” 
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Table 3.  
Agreement of Individual Procedures 
Procedure 
# 
Evaluation Area Participant 
Agreement 
1 working well/ 
1 not working 
well 
Both not 
working well 
Both working 
well 
Word Accuracy Yes    ?  
Task Order Yes   ?  
Step Order Yes   ?  
Time Efficiency Yes   ?  
Personnel Efficiency  Yes   ?  
1 
Resource Efficiency  Yes   ?  
Word Accuracy No ?    
Task Order Yes   ?  
Step Order Yes   ?  
Time Efficiency No ?    
Personnel Efficiency  Yes   ?  
2 
Resource Efficiency  No ?    
Word Accuracy No ?    
Task Order Yes   ?  
Step Order No ?    
Time Efficiency Yes   ?  
Personnel Efficiency  Yes   ?  
3 
Resource Efficiency  Yes   ?  
Word Accuracy Yes   ?  
Task Order Yes   ?  
Step Order No ?    
Time Efficiency No  ?    
Personnel Efficiency Yes   ?  
4 
Resource Efficiency  Yes   ?  
Word Accuracy No ?    
Task Order Yes   ?  
Step Order No ?    
Time Efficiency Yes   ?  
Personnel Efficiency Yes   ?  
5 
Resource Efficiency Yes   ?  
Word Accuracy No ?    
Task Order No ?    
Step Order Yes  ?   
Time Efficiency Yes   ?  
Personnel Efficiency Yes   ?  
6 
Resource Efficiency  Yes   ?  
Word Accuracy No ?    
Task Order Yes   ?  
Step Order No ?    
Time Efficiency No ?    
Personnel Efficiency Yes   ?  
7 
Resource Efficiency No ?    
Word Accuracy No ?    8 
Task Order Yes   ?  
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Step Order Yes   ?  
Time Efficiency No ?    
Personnel Efficiency  Yes   ?  
Resource Efficiency  Yes   ?  
Word Accuracy No ?    
Task Order Yes   ?  
Step Order Yes   ?  
Time Efficiency Yes   ?  
Personnel Efficiency  Yes   ?  
9 
Resource Efficiency Yes   ?  
Word Accuracy Yes   ?  
Task Order Yes   ?  
Step Order Yes   ?  
Time Efficiency Yes   ?  
Personnel Efficiency Yes   ?  
10 
Resource Efficiency  Yes   ?  
Word Accuracy No ?    
Task Order Yes   ?  
Step Order Yes   ?  
Time Efficiency Yes   ?  
Personnel Efficiency Yes   ?  
11 
Resource Efficiency  Yes   ?  
Word Accuracy Yes   ?  
Task Order Yes   ?  
Step Order No ?    
Time Efficiency No ?    
Personnel Efficiency  Yes   ?  
12 
Resource Efficiency  Yes   ?  
Word Accuracy Yes   ?  
Task Order Yes   ?  
Step Order Yes   ?  
Time Efficiency No ?    
Personnel Efficiency  Yes   ?  
13 
Resource Efficiency  Yes   ?  
Word Accuracy No ?    
Task Order Yes   ?  
Step Order Yes   ?  
Time Efficiency Yes   ?  
Personnel Efficiency Yes   ?  
14 
Resource Efficiency  Yes   ?  
Word Accuracy Yes   ?  
Task Order Yes   ?  
Step Order Yes   ?  
Time Efficiency Yes   ?  
Personnel Efficiency  Yes   ?  
15 
Resource Efficiency  Yes   ?  
Word Accuracy No ?    
Task Order Yes   ?  
Step Order Yes   ?  
Time Efficiency Yes   ?  
16 
Personnel Efficiency  Yes   ?  
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 Resource Efficiency Yes   ?  
 
Across 16 procedures and 6 evaluation areas per procedure, a total of 96 pairs 
of judgment were made.  Of these, both participants agreed for 71 judgments (68%) 
that the focus area for a given procedure was working well or not working well. Within 
these 71 judgments, 70 judgments agreed that the descriptor being evaluated was 
working well; 1 judgment agreed that the descriptor being evaluated was not working 
well.  Of the 96 pairs of judgment, there were 25 judgment pairs (32%) where there was 
no agreement as to whether the descriptor was or was not working well, that is the 
participants disagreed.  
Of the 16 procedures there were 3 procedures (19%) in which both participants 
agreed that all six evaluation areas within that procedure were working well 
(Procedures 1, 10, and 15).  There were no procedures in which both participants 
agreed that all six evaluation areas were not working well.  There were 13 procedures 
(81%) in which there was some form of disagreement among participants as to what 
was working well and what was not working well within the six evaluation areas of 
one procedure (Procedures 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16).    
Of the 16 procedure’s, there were 15 procedures (96%) that both participants 
rated three or more evaluation areas (50% or greater) as working well (Procedures 1,2, 
3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16).  There is only one procedure (6%) that 
both participants rated three or more evaluation areas (50% or greater) as not working 
well, that is Procedure 7.  There was only one evaluation area within one procedure in 
which both participants agreed that it was not working well: Procedure 6 in the focus 
area of  ‘step order’.   
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                                                  Chapter V 
Discussion 
 
 This study was conducted to provide information to the University of 
Wisconsin-Stout Research Services (RS) office on their current GCP and the 
procedures within them. There were two main reasons for this investigation: first, to 
document the process and procedures within the GCP; second, to evaluate the 
procedures in order to streamline them and increase their efficiency.  Utilizing the staff 
of the Research Services office, data was collected through interview, observation, and 
questionnaire formats.  Data was collected on the procedures that take place within the 
GCP and an evaluation was conducted to determine how each procedure functioned 
within six evaluation areas:  accuracy of wording, proper sequential order steps, proper 
sequential order of tasks, efficiency of time, efficiency of personnel, and efficiency of 
material resources.  Data was analyzed and detailed results were reported in chapter 
four.  
This chapter will provide a summary of the results along with a discussion on 
the conclusions reached regarding each of the 16 individual procedures and the GCP 
as a whole. This chapter will also provide recommendations to assist Research 
Services in improving the GCP for greater efficiency within the Research Services 
office. Lastly, limitations of the study will be presented and discussed 
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Summary of Results 
 Through interviews and observations there were 16 procedures identified in the 
GCP.   Within each of the procedures there was 1 title, 1 goal, and multiple tasks and 
steps depending on the intricacies and difficulty of carrying out the procedure. 
In the evaluation of the 16 procedures, there were 3 procedures (19%) in which 
both participants agreed that all six evaluation areas within one procedure were 
working well.  There were no procedures in which both participants agreed that all 
evaluation areas within that procedure were not working well.  There were 13 
procedures (81%) in which there was disagreement in at least one of the evaluation 
areas: one participant would view an evaluation area as working well while the other 
viewed it as not working well.  
Of those 13 procedures, one participant indicated that wording changes were 
needed in 10 procedures, a task change was needed in 1 procedure, and step changes 
would be beneficial in 6.  Five procedures had time as an inefficiency, zero procedures 
had personnel as an inefficiency, and two procedures had material resources as an 
inefficiency.   
 Conclusions 
There are three main categories of procedures: first, those that are working well 
as determined by both participants rating all six descriptors within one procedure as 
working well; second, those that are not working well as determined by both 
participants rating all six descriptors within one procedure as not working well; and 
third, those that need to be re-evaluated as determined by participants disagreeing on 
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whether or not each of the six descriptors with in one procedure were working well or 
not working well.  
In the first category, there were 3 procedures that fulfilled the criteria for 
working well (procedures 1, 10, and 15). These procedures are seen as functioning 
efficiently and require no changes.  In the second category, there were no procedures 
that fulfilled the criteria of not working well. No procedures are seen as working 
completely inefficiently.  In the third category, there were 13 procedures that fulfilled 
the criteria for re-evaluation (procedures 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16). These 
procedures need to be re-evaluated by RS staff until consensus is reached regarding 
what evaluation areas are, or are not, working well within the procedure.  Once 
complete, data from this re-evaluation will indicate what change, if any needs to occur 
in each of the 13 procedures.  
The overall conclusion is that the majority of the procedures within the GCP 
need further evaluation.  Less than 20% of the procedures are considered working well 
by both participants and the majority have participant disagreement as to whether it is 
working well or not.  Given these finding, changes to the GCP appear to be needed.  
However, final recommendations for GCP streamlining cannot occur until the 
recommended re-evaluation is done.  
Recommendations for Research Services Office 
 It is recommended that a review of the entire GCP is conducted among all 
staff members within the Research Services office.   Specifically, procedures within 
the GCP that do not have evaluative consensus need critical re-evaluation. It would be 
beneficial for staff members to review the GCP procedures individually and then 
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collectively.  Individually each staff member should review the thirteen procedures, 
making notes of any suggested changes or discrepancies between the documented 
procedure and the actual way it is conducted.  Collectively all members should come 
together and discuss the changes and discrepancies that each office member noted.  
They should discuss their reasoning thoroughly to ensure all issues are being 
addressed and continue discussing until a consensus is reached in each of the six 
evaluation areas for all thirteen procedures.    
Once consensus is reached on all procedures, those identified as not working 
well need to be changed.  The six evaluation areas should be used as a guide in 
identifying the specific nature of change needed for each procedure.  The final result 
of this re-evaluation process should be a set of accurately worded procedures that 
reflect an efficient use of time, personnel, and resources.  
During this GCP review process specific attention should be focused on several 
problem areas identified by this research.  These areas were found to exist across 
several procedures, thus impacting the GCP as a whole.  These problem areas are 
addressed below.  
GCP Problem Areas 
It appears that of the 13 procedures that need re-evaluating, there are 3 main 
issues that surfaced repeatedly.  The three issues are: redundancy of information 
management systems, tracking the grant/contract signature approval process, and word 
accuracy.    
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Redundancy of Information Management Systems.  
Explanation of the Problem.  As supported by the results and nature of 
Procedures 2, 4, 7, and 8, redundancy is occurring within the three information 
management systems housed in the Research Services office.  Specifically, each 
system holds information that is being held in another system as well.  The three data 
management systems are: Grants Management, Inside the Folder cover, and the Blue 
Matrix book.  Grants Management is a Microsoft Access database from which the 
transmittal forms and the report forms are derived. This database holds the most 
exhaustive listing of data points regarding grants and contracts that take place at the 
University. The Inside Folder cover is a stamp that is placed inside of each project 
folder where certain information regarding grants and contracts is to be recorded. The 
Inside Folder cover does not hold as much information as Grants Management but 
serves as an easy reference for pertinent information.  Lastly, a Blue Matrix book is 
utilized to hold many of the same data points that are in Grants Management and the 
Inside Folder cover. The Blue Matrix book is one that was hand made, where 
information is manually hand written or typed.  What is unclear is what information is 
held where, why is it held there, what information is overlapping (i.e. recorded in more 
than one place), and what information is truly needed to efficiently conduct the GCP.  
Negative Implication on the GCP.  This database redundancy presents a 
problem with time efficiency and material efficiency.  Regarding the former, the office 
staff enter much of the same data into the three information management systems.  
This represents an inefficient use of time.   Regarding the latter, too many material 
resources are being utilized to keep track of grant and contact information.   This 
 
RESEARCH SERVICES PROCESS AND PROCEDURE EVALUATION          38    
inefficiency is due to three physical sites being used to input, hold, and maintain grant 
and contract information. Computers, software programs, file folders, and a large hand 
made book that is typed with a typewriter, are all holding much of the same 
information. In addition, paper, pens, post-it notes, and other office supplies are used 
to facilitate the operation of these information management systems.   
Looking at these redundant information management systems , the amount of 
time spent on each,  and the material resources that are used, the following questions 
beg to be answered: What information systems are really needed and why?  Are all 
three needed to maintain the level of work-flow?  Is it really efficient to be utilizing 
three systems?  To aid RS in determining the answer to these questions, the following 
recommendations are provided.     
Recommendations for Information Management Systems.  An 
evaluation of the three database systems is needed, and should involve the following 
four steps. 
Evaluate the Current Situation.  Data in the Grants Management, Inside Folder 
cover, and Blue Matrix should be inventoried for what information exists in each of 
the three information management systems within the office. It should be determined 
what data is duplicated and what is the source (i.e. what data management system did 
it come from?). From this, Research Services should be able to identify what 
information is stored where, what is duplicated, what is overlapping, and what 
information is possibly lacking.  
Conduct a Needs Assessment. A needs assessment should be conducted to 
determine what information is needed to maintain functioning within the office. Lists 
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of current data in each system should be examined critically.  Each data point should 
be examined with the following questions: Why do we need it? For what is this data 
needed?  Do we need to use this information for any reports? Could we use it studies, 
investigation, longitudinal studies over time? Questions should then be asked as tp 
what information don’t we have that would be helpful and useful?  What data do we 
need that we do not currently have? Taken into account should be all realms of the 
GCP, from the transmittal form, to reports, to conducting studies, to documentation, to 
providing feedback.    
Evaluation of Data Storage with the Functions of the RS Office.  It is important 
to determine if all the data management systems are needed. With the way that the 
office functions, is there a need to track information in three places?  What system 
currently holds the least information, is least helpful and causes staff to waste time the 
most? Can any system be pared down, eliminated, added to or improved?   
Define the Best Information Management System. Using the answers to the 
above questions,  Research Services should be able to define the best data 
management system to meet their needs and functioning.    
 Tracking the Grant/Contract Signature Approval Process   
  Explanation of the Problem.  Procedures 12 and 13 involve tasks and 
steps required in securing signature approvals for a grant or contract.  Multiple 
signatures are required, including those of the principle investigator (PI), department, 
college, and university level superiors.  Signature approval implies that the person 
signing has seen the grant or contract and agrees with all material and information 
within it.  A signature is needed from these parties to ensure the University is in 
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compliance and agreement with research ethics and university regulations.  A major 
obstacle in this  approval process is time.  Frequently there is a short time window 
between when a grant or contract is submitted by a PI to RS and when it must be 
submitted to the funding agency.  
   Negative Implication on the GCP.  The current signature process is 
time inefficient due to a diffusion of responsibility.  Specifically, the current process 
requires each signator to sign the form and then deliver it to the next signator on the 
list.  The RS office sends the folder to the PI, the first person on the list.  The PI signs 
it and is then responsible for delivering it the next signator and so forth until makes it 
through the complete list (at least 4 signatures) and back to the RS office.  Too much 
time is being spent tracking down the PI and other individuals from whom the 
signatures are required to see if they have the grant or contract, if they have signed off 
on the appropriate papers, and when and if it was delivered to the next name on the 
list.  
Recommendation for Tracking the Grant/Contract Signature Approval  
Process.   It is suggested that a Daily Log be developed to record and track the status 
of grants/contracts being routed for signatures.  This log can be derived from the 
Microsoft Access database used for the Grant Management system that currently holds 
some of this information.  The log will list all grants/contracts that leave the office and 
are in route for signatures.  It will contain the name of the project, the names required 
for signatory approval, and an area for comments.  Each morning the receptionist will 
review the log and call and/or e-mail individuals required to sign as appropriate.  The 
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receptionist will make clear notes as to result of the phone call or e-mail.  Each 
evening before the receptionist leaves, the log will be reviewed and updated.   
This method should provide a daily, visual report on the status of signatures 
attained for each grant/contract in question.  It should only take the receptionist 
approximately fifteen minutes in the morning, and then again at the end of the day, to 
update the log and make necessary phone calls.  Implementation of this process should 
eliminate an inefficient use of time, resources, and personnel. 
Word Accuracy.   
Explanation of the Problem.  As indicated in multiple procedures, 
changes to the wording within procedures needs to be addressed.  The accuracy of 
wording to describe a procedure is crucial for understanding how to carry out that 
procedure.  If wording is inaccurate, confusing, or poorly communicated procedures 
may not be completed in the manner intended.    
Negative Implication on the GCP.  In many of the procedures where  
word change is needed, the participants listed the suggested changes in the explanation 
area of the evaluation form. The reason why many procedures were selected as ‘not 
working well’ in terms of wording appears to be due to the time lapse between Phase I 
and Phase II of data collection of.  Some procedures evolved between data collection 
points and wording changed to mirror that evolution. The suggested wording is 
typically already taking place and being utilized within the office common language.  
The procedure documentation now must change to reflect that of actual operation.  
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Recommendation for Proper Wording within Documented Procedures. 
Word changes are fairly quick, manageable adjustments that do not call for a 
large amount of interpretation.  It is recommended that in the overall review of the 
GCP special attention is put on the wording of procedures.  A discussion among staff 
members should surface the discrepancies in wording and facilitate the development of 
accurate word changes.   
Limitations 
The study has several limitations that could have altered the results.  These 
include interpretation of descriptors, length of time each participant has worked in the 
office, the long evaluation instrument, and the time lapse between data collection 
points.  
The interpretation of descriptors within the focus areas of the evaluation 
instrument and between participants could skew the results of the study.  One 
participant may see one descriptor as meaning one thing and another participant could 
view it differently. An example is within Procedure 8 where each participant checked 
a different descriptor but had the same explanation.   
The length of time each participant has worked in the RS office could explain 
the difference in responses.  One participant has been working in the office for over 
four years, while the other participant has been working in the office for only six 
months.  Therefore, each may interpret, perceive and view the procedures differently.  
In addition, one may be very familiar with the procedure while the other is not as 
familiar.  This may cause the participant who has been working the less amount of 
time to not fully understand all that takes place in each procedure. 
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Phase II of the study, the evaluation portion, utilized a very long detailed 
evaluation instrument.  The participant had to review each of the 16 procedures 
individually and then fill out a four-page evaluation form on that procedure asking 
them about the six evaluation areas, a descriptor that describes what is taking place 
within that evaluation area, and for an explanation.  Reactance in participants could 
have occurred due to the time required to complete each form for each procedure.  As 
a result, the participant may have become less engaged in the evaluation process, 
leading to carelessness or brevity in responses.     
The Time lapse between Phase I and Phase II (14 months) allowed for change 
to occur within the procedures and among the participants.  As seen in several 
procedures there were changes due to the time frame difference of when the 
information was collected. In addition, the time lapse between phases may have 
allowed for the inability to recall facts and/or thoughts from one data collection point 
of Phase I to Phase II.   
Overall Conclusions of Research 
   It is clear that of the 16 procedures, 3 are seen by both participants to be 
working well and 13 should be re-evaluated due to lack of consensus among the 
participants as to whether the procedure is ‘working well’ or ‘not working well’.   
During this re-evaluation, serious attention should be given to the information 
management systems currently within the office.  It appears the greatest inefficiencies 
in the GCP lie within procedures involving these systems.  Implementation of the 
recommended signature tracking system should also enhance the time efficiency of the 
GCP.  Lastly, the suggested review of all procedures is imperative to overall GCP 
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improvements.    By re-evaluating the procedures and employing the recommendations 
suggested, Research Services should operate in a more efficient manner in regards to 
time, personnel, and resources, ultimately enhancing productivity.   
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Consent Form for the Interview Process 
I understand that by participating in this interview process I am giving my informed 
consent as a participating volunteer in this evaluation study. I understand the basic 
nature of this evaluation and agree that any potential risks are exceedingly small.  I 
also understand the potential benefits that might be realized from successful 
completion of this evaluation. I am aware that the information is being sought in a 
specific manner so that only minimal identifiers are necessary and so that 
confidentiality is guaranteed. I realize that I have the right to refuse to participate and 
that my right to withdraw from participation at any time during the study will be 
respected with no coercion or prejudice.  
 
Questions or concerns about the research study should be addressed to Alisha Cora 
232-2656, the researcher, or Kristina Gorbatenko-Roth 232-2451, the research advisor. 
Questions about the rights of research subjects can be addressed to Sue Foxwell, 
Human Protections Administrator, UW-Stout Institutional Review Board for the 
Protection of Human Subjects in Research, 11 Harvey Hall, Menomonie, WI, 54751, 
phone 715-232-1126. 
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Consent Form for the Evaluation Form 
I understand that by participating in this evaluation instrument I am giving my 
informed consent as a participating volunteer in this evaluation study. I understand the 
basic nature of this evaluation and agree that any potential risks are exceedingly small.  
I also understand the potential benefits that might be realized from successful 
completion of this evaluation. I am aware that the information is being sought in a 
specific manner so that only minimal identifiers are necessary and so that 
confidentiality is guaranteed. I realize that I have the right to refuse to participate and 
that my right to withdraw from participation at any time during the study will be 
respected with no coercion or prejudice.  
 
Questions or concerns about the research study should be addressed to Alisha Cora 
232-2656, the researcher, or Kristina Gorbatenko-Roth 232-2451, the research advisor. 
Questions about the rights of research subjects can be addressed to Sue Foxwell, 
Human Protections Administrator, UW-Stout Institutional Review Board for the 
Protection of Human Subjects in Research, 11 Harvey Hall, Menomonie, WI, 54751, 
phone 715-232-1126. 
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Interview Questions for Grant and Contract Process  
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Part 1 
Interview Questions when Discussing Grant/Contract Process 
 
What is the process that takes place when a grant/contact goes through the office?  
Describe what happens. (Describe in sequence)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
List out as 1st procedure, 2nd procedure, 3rd procedure, etc. (List in sequence) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
\ 
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Part 2 
Interview Questions when Discussing Grant Process 
Documentation of the number of tasks that were listed in the previous interview will 
be investigated for their procedures. 
  
What are the tasks that take place within procedure 1? 
Please list out the task and then the steps that take place within that task.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What are the tasks that take place within procedure 2? 
Please list out the task and then the steps that take place within that task..  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What are the tasks that take place within procedure 3? 
Please list out the task and then the steps that take place within that task.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What are the tasks that take place within procedure 4? 
Please list out the task and then the steps that take place within that task.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What are the tasks that take place within procedure 5? 
Please list out the task and then the steps that take place within that task. 
 
 
 
 
Etc. 
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Evaluation Instrument 
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Evaluation Instrument 
Read through procedure and evaluate each one for the accuracy of the wording, proper sequential order, 
and efficiency of time and resources and overall efficiency.  Evaluate these things based on the criteria 
outlined. Explain your answers in the space provided.   
 
Evaluation Focus Area Descriptors Explanation/ Changes   
 
Within the Procedure, the 
wording of the Tasks and Steps 
is accurate in describing what 
should take place? 
 
? Confusing- The 
wording used makes it 
difficult to understand 
what needs to take 
place. It does not make 
sense what should take 
place. 
 
 
 
? Poor communication- 
The tasks or steps are 
not described with 
enough explicit detail 
to relay what needs to 
transpire.  
 
 
 
? Inaccuracy- The tasks 
or steps are not what 
really takes place.  
 
 
 
? Working Well- Tasks 
and steps are worded 
accurately and 
describe in enough 
clear detail what needs 
to take place.   
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Evaluation Focus Area Descriptors Explanation/ Changes   
 
Within the Procedure are the 
Tasks in the proper sequence 
(order) to accomplish the 
procedure goal? 
? Rearrange- Tasks should 
be rearranged to 
accomplish the goal.  
 
 
? Missing- Tasks are  
       missing and need to            
       be added in order to  
       accomplish the goal.  
 
 
? Remove - Tasks 
       should be taken out as   
       they do not accomplish  
       the goal? 
 
 
? Working Well – Tasks 
are in proper sequential 
order to accomplish the 
goal of the procedure.  
  
    
 
 
Evaluation Focus Area Descriptors Explanation/ Changes   
 
Within the tasks, the steps are 
in the proper sequence 
(order) to accomplish the 
task? 
? Rearrange- Steps should 
be rearranged to 
accomplish the task. 
 
 
? Missing - Steps are 
missing and need to be 
added in order to 
accomplish the task.  
 
 
? Remove- Steps should 
be taken out as they do 
not accomplish the task. 
 
 
? Working Well – Steps 
are in proper sequential 
order to accomplish the 
goal of the procedure. 
 
 
 
 
RESEARCH SERVICES PROCESS AND PROCEDURE EVALUATION          57    
Evaluation Focus Area Descriptors Explanation/ Changes   
 
To accomplish the goal of the 
procedure, the tasks and steps 
listed are the most efficient 
use of time and resources.  
 
? Time- Too much time 
is being used to carry 
out this procedure.  
? Time – Not enough 
time is allowed to 
carry out this 
procedure.  
? Time – The necessary 
amount of time is 
spent on this 
procedure.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Evaluation Focus Area Descriptors Explanation/ Changes   
 
To accomplish the goal of the 
procedure, the tasks and steps 
listed are the most efficient 
use of time and resources.  
 
? Resources Personnel 
– Too many people 
are involved in this 
procedure.  
? Resources Personnel 
–  More people are 
needed to carry out 
the this procedure. 
? Resources Personnel 
– The necessary 
amount of people are 
involved in this 
procedure. 
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Evaluation Focus Area Descriptors Explanation/ Changes   
 
To accomplish the goal of the 
procedure, the tasks and steps 
listed are the most efficient 
use of time and resources.  
 
? Resource Material- 
Too many resources 
(paper, computer, 
type writer, folders, 
office supplies) are 
utilized to carry out 
this procedure.  
? Resource Materials – 
Not enough resources 
(paper, computer, 
type writer, folders, 
office supplies) are 
available to carry out 
the procedure.  
? Resource materials- 
The necessary 
resources (paper, 
computer, type writer, 
folders, office 
supplies) are used to 
carry out this 
procedure. 
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Appendix E 
 
Individual Details of each Procedure, Goal, Tasks, and Steps 
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Individual Details of each Procedure, Goal, Tasks, and Steps 
 
Procedure 1 Task Analysis Data Form  
 
Procedure 1:  Gather information on the Grant, Guidelines and Application 
 
Goal: To retain information about the funding agency, grant program, and guidelines in order to understand the 
instructions and rules that surround the grant program along with the proposal development and writing.   
  
Task 1:  Retrieve Information about the Grant and Grant Agency 
 
Step A:   
a.    Depending on where the grant is from you can gain information about the grant through  
                  several avenues 
i. If the program is federal, from the Federal Register: 
www.access.gpo.gov/su_docs/aces/aces140.html 
ii. If it is a Foundation, from the Foundation Center:   www.fdncenter.org/   
iii. If you are not sure, you can access the information from our SPIN database, directions 
are on pg xx. 
iv. You can most likely always access information about the grant or agency that is 
sponsoring it by looking on the internet for the agency’s web page and under that site 
you will most likely find a listing of grant programs.  
 
 
Task 2:  Obtain Guidelines and the Application Form (s) 
 
Step A:   
a.     On the website there should be a link to the program guidelines and application forms. 
i. If there is not a link, explore around the website until you find out how the   
      agency would like you to obtain a copy of the guidelines and/or application. 
 
 Additional Information for the procedure: 
 
Any information you gain concerning this grant should be printed off and kept together in a file folder. If you 
know that someone will be writing a proposal for this program, make a project folder for the person, instructions 
are listed under Procedure 6.  
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 Procedure 2 Task Analysis Data Form  
 
Procedure 2:  Assigning the appropriate RPS Project Number  
 
Goal: To assign a number to a project based on the principle investigator conducting the project. The number is 
given in order to maintain organization, document control, and compile a working file of all happenings and 
activities pertaining to that grant or contract project.    
 
Task 1: Assigning a Number 
 
Step A: There are three parts to assigning a number: 
Part 1 - 
a. Determine the college that the PI belongs to and to whether this is a grant or contract activity. 
 
b. That college has a main number and file folder label color 
i. Look on the front inside cover of the Grant Management Log Book (Blue Matrix) for 
the number and the folder label color  
ii. One of the following numbers will correspond to the college that the PI belongs to and 
to the activity (grant or contract): 
1. 1000 – 8000 are used for Grants 
a. 1000- College of Technology, Engineering and              
b.           Management 
c. 2000- College of Human Development 
d. 3000- College of Arts and Sciences 
e. 4000- Administrative & Student Life Services 
f. 5000- Stout Solutions (Continuing Ed., Research Services,  
                 Learning Technologies) 
g. 6000- Provost's office/ Chancellor's 
h. 7000- Student Services 
i. 8000- Library Learning Center 
2. 9000’s are used for Contracts 
a. 9100- CTEM Contract 
9I1_ _ ,“I” stands for1 as we run out of numbers  
b. 9200- CHD Contract 
c. 9300- CAS Contract  
d. 9400- Administrative & Student Life Services Contract 
9F1_ _ “F” stands for 4 as we run out of numbers  
e. 9500- Stout Solutions Contract 
f. 9600- Provost's office/Chancellor Contract 
g. 9700- Student Services Contract 
h. 9800- Library Learning Center Contract 
 
c. Assign the next available number in that college 
i. Found on "numerical sequence sheet" inside the cover of the blue matrix log book. 
 
Step B:  Part 2 - 
a. The second part of the number is the number of years the grant will be submitted for. (e.g. if 
the grant is submitted for 5 years it would read 5) 
 
Step C: Part 3 - 
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a. The third part of the number is the first, second, or third year this grant will be designated as. 
They are represented by A,B,C, etc.  
 
Task 2:  Assigning a Continuation Grant/Contract 
 
Step A:  
a. Search the matrix for original grant or contract (the first year it was awarded) to obtain the first 
four numbers as they will stay the same.  
 
 
Step B:    
 b.     Assign the Continuation Number 
ii. If submitted on a year by year basis: 
1. 2728-1- (the 1, 2, 3, 4 year it is taking place) - fiscal year (i.e. 2002) 
 
iii. If submitted on a 3 year or pre determined project basis: 
1. 2728-3- (A, B, C, year within the project period) - fiscal year 
or 
2. 2728-2-(A or B year within the project period) - fiscal year 
 
 
 
Additional Information for the Procedure:  
 
None 
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Procedure 3 Task Analysis Data Form  
 
Procedure 3: Complete a Transmittal Form 
 
Goal: A transmittal form must be filled out in order to document all the important details of the funding agency, 
the program being applied to, and the proposal being submitted. In addition, the transmittal is needed in order to 
gain institutional approval for the project. The information is also used for reporting purposes of grant and 
contract activity.  
 
Task 1: Filling out the Transmittal Form 
 
Step A:  
                 a.    Open Microsoft Access Database 
i. Click and open Microsoft Access Database 
ii. Click and open S:/Database/RPS 
iii. Click and open Menu (which is under forms if it is not already on the screen) 
iv. Click on Add a Record 
 
Step B:   
b. Input Information 
i. Date- Record the date you are doing it 
ii. Anticipated Award- Choose accordingly (drop down menu) 
iii. Funding Sources- based on account # (drop down menu) 
1. 244- Federal 
2. 233- State/Outside Contract/ Foundation 
3. 231 Gift of Money 
4. GPR- Internal 
5. System- The Funding Source is UW System 
6. FRI 
 
iv. Funds Requested- choose accordingly (drop down menu) 
1. Grant 
2. Contract 
3. Sub Grant- When it is a grant given from another grant 
4. Sub Contract 
 
v. Agency Deadline- get from the guidelines 
vi. Choose Receipt or Post- (drop down menu) 
1. Receipt- the proposal is received at the agency by the deadline date. 
2. Post- the proposal is postmarked by the deadline date. 
 
vii. Agency Copies Required- number of copies required, get this from the guidelines. 
viii. RPS Salmon #- If there is a salmon get it and put the number in. 
ix. Official Account Title- Provide a Project Name 
1. New- Give name, typically grant name 
2. Continuation- Go to database and find grant 
 
x. Main Frame Account Code- Leave Blank, this is given after a grant has been awarded. 
xi. Datatel Account Code- Leave Blank, the business office assigns 
xii. RPS Project #- Enter in the number that was assigned in Procedure 1 
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xiii. Year ____ of ____ 
xiv. CFDA- Enter the federal CFDA #, get this off the guidelines 
xv. Project Title- If no title, and not on guidelines or do not have guidelines, call and get it 
from the PI. 
xvi. Funding Agency- Retrieve this from the guidelines 
xvii. Address- Retrieve from the submittal address on the guidelines 
xviii. Principal Investigator- Last name, First name 
1. If there is more than one PI, put it on the first line as well because the 
second line will not show up. 
xix. College- Chose the one that the PI belongs to (drop own menu) 
xx. Department- Chose the one that the PI belongs to (drop own menu) 
xxi. Submitted Time Period- This is the project period and typically it is specified in the 
guidelines. If not specified allow 3-6 months to start. 
xxii. Sponsors Direct Cost- Enter the amount without indirect included. 
xxiii. Indirect Cost- Enter the amount with direct included. 
xxiv. Total Project Cost- Enter the Direct and Indirect to obtain this number. 
xxv. Subcontracts- Yes/No (drop down menu) 
xxvi. Consultants- Yes/No (drop down menu) 
xxvii. UW-Stout Cost Sharing Required- UW-Stout Match, determine from the guidelines.  
xxviii. Actual Cost Sharing Percentage- Enter the percentage and compute the $ amount. 
xxix. Faculty/Staff Involved- Enter in the PI's name, other staff, students, GA, and the names 
if known. 
xxx. Move down to the PI signature box 
xxxi. Enter the PI's name and if more than one improvise 
xxxii. Enter the Department Chairs name 
xxxiii. Enter the College Dean's name 
xxxiv. Provost enter in Robert Sedlak 
xxxv. If contract, need Vice Chancellor's signature, Diane Moen 
xxxvi. Budget Officer- Assign the College Officer as this person 
1. CHD- Jo Jalowitz 
2. CAS- John Hunt 
3. CTEM- Colleen Rogers 
xxxvii. Account Administrator #1- College Accountant or PI 
xxxviii. Account Administrator #2- Department Chair 
xxxix. Account Supervisor #1- Dean 
xl. Account Supervisor #2- Associate Dean 
xli. Contact Person- Enter in the contact person and information. 
? If you are unaware of people to fill in these positions look at a previous grant or 
contract within that college or department.  
xlii. Write a short brief abstract that precisely describes the project 
 
Step C:  
                   c.  Click on Transmit and Print 
 
Step D:   
d. Obtain a printed copy and place it with the other information about the grant or contract, it will 
go in a project folder, directions are in Procedure 6. 
 
Step E 
                    e. It automatically goes to the Report- 
                          i.   If you need to finish the report or input information do so (directions under-         
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                               Complete the Report Form pg. XX) 
ii.  If you do not need to input any information in the report, exit the program and it   
     will automatically save the information. 
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Procedure 4 Task Analysis Data Form  
 
Procedure 4: Complete the Report Form 
 
Goal: Information is input into the report form in order to document all necessary details of the funding agency, 
the program, and the proposal being submitting. In addition, information is used to compile reports on grant and 
contract activity.   
 
Task 1: Fill in remaining information on the Report Form 
 
Step A:  
a. The following information should be filled in on the form:  
i. Run Awarded Years  
ii. Dates 
iii. Gift of Money- add project begin and end dates 
iv. Indirect Cost Rate- 10% 
v. Negotiated Indirect Rate- 36% 
vi. Resolutions 
vii. If it is a UW System or Stout Grants fill in 1/11/11 - a resolution do not need to be sent 
on these.  
viii. If it is an external agency fill in  
ix. Final Report- 1/11/11  
Gift of Money (GOM) continuation grants will be filled in with this as they have to 
provide summary reports for the next funding cycle and that would be considered final 
report until the final project year.   
x. Contact Information- If you have this put in the contact info. 
xi. Add any additional information under “attachments” that may be of assistance in the 
reasoning of why and what has been done. 
 
Task 2:  Print the Report Form 
 
Step A:   
a. Hit the print button 
 
Task 3: Place the Report in the Project Folder 
 
Step A:  
      
a. Place this report in the project folder with grant/contract guidelines. (To set up a Project  
      folder, directions are in Procedure 6). 
 
 
Additional Information for the Procedure:  
Note:  The information you fill in will automatically save. 
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Procedure 5 Task Analysis Data Form  
 
Procedure 5: Make a Yellow Folder for Routing  
 
The following should be done before you put the yellow folder together: 
? Obtain a copy of the Grant Guidelines (Procedure 1) 
? Assign the RPS project number (Procedure 2) 
? Complete a Transmittal Form (Procedure 3) 
 
Goal: The folder is to routed for institutional approval of the project which is indicated through institutional 
stakeholders signatures gained.   
 
Task 1: Create the Routing Slips 
 
Step A: 
a. Open Microsoft Word 
i. Go to your Desktop and click on the Microsoft word Icon, if it is not on your desktop 
then click start in the lower left hand corner, click on programs, and then click on 
Microsoft word.  
 
Step B: 
b. Type “Please route to:” and then a list of the persons, in order, who need to review the grant or 
contract and sign the transmittal form. 
Grant Signature Sequence: 
 Sue Foxwell 
PI 
Department Chair 
College Financial Person 
College Dean 
Provost – Dr. Sedlak 
Back to Research Services  
Place the deadline date and any other pertinent information at the bottom of the slip. 
 
  Contract Signature Sequence:  
   Sue Foxwell  
   PI 
   Department Chair 
   College Business Person 
   College Dean 
Mike Mattison 
   Diane Moen 
   Provost – Dr. Sedlak 
   Back to Research Services 
    
Place the deadline date and any other pertinent information at the bottom of the slip.  On the slip 
ask those who’s name is asterisked to sign the tabbed pages. 
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Task 2: Type Project Title ID 
 
Step A: 
a. In Microsoft Word, also Type the Project Title ID with the following information on it: 
a. PROJECT:  Title  
b. PROJECT DIRECTOR or Principal Investigator:  Name(s) 
 
Task 3: Print 
 
Step A:  
a. Click on the File button in the upper left hand corner 
b.   Click on the print work 
c. Click OK 
 
Task 4: Cut up labels and place in appropriate places 
 
Step A:  
a. Cut the routing slip and the Project Title ID from the paper. 
b.   Staple the Title ID on the right side of the folder about 1/3 of the way down. 
c.   Staple the routing slip on the left upper corner. 
 
 
Task 5: Tab the transmittal form and any other pages where signatures are needed. 
 
Step A:  
a. Go through the proposal and tab any place where other signatures are required by those signing 
the proposal.  
 
Additional Information for the Procedure:  
 
The following items MUST be in the folder 
? A copy of the grant guidelines 
? The grant proposal or contract 
? A copy of the transmittal attached to the proposal. 
 
Give the Folder to the PA 1 or PA 2 and then it is logged in the Grant Database (Procedure 8). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RESEARCH SERVICES PROCESS AND PROCEDURE EVALUATION          69    
Procedure 6 Task Analysis Data Form  
 
Procedure 6: Make a Project Folder 
All materials, information, and papers concerning this project should be kept in this project folder.  
 
Goal: To maintain a centralized place where all forms and documentation of project activities are kept.  
 
Task 1: Obtain a manila file folder  
 
Step A:  
      a.   File folders are in the vault on the right hand side, fourth shelve up from the floor. 
 
Task 2: The following must go in the project folder: 
 
Step A: 
a. A copy of the grant guidelines 
b. A copy of the proposal 
 
Task 3: Stamp the inside of the folder 
 
Step A:  
a. Stamp the inside with the grant management stamp (located in the 2nd left hand drawer   
      of the PA 2’s desk). 
b. Record the report number in the inside cover in the appropriate stamp section. (This is the 
number the Access database gives the project.) 
 
Task 4: Make Folder Labels  
 
Step A:  
a.    Make 2 file folder labels  
i. Get two labels from inside Jeannette's upper left hand drawer (there are boxes of colored 
labels) Make sure they are the correct color designated for the college the PI is in. 
b. Write the project # in red marker on the labels. 
c. Affix one label to the folder tab.  
d. Tape the other label to the inside cover of the folder with “post-it” tape.  
 
 
Additional Information for the Procedure:  
 
None 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RESEARCH SERVICES PROCESS AND PROCEDURE EVALUATION          70    
Procedure 7 Task Analysis Data Form  
 
Procedure 7: Fill in the Matrix in the Grant Management Log Book 
 
Goal: The matrix is filled out to track all pertinent dates and happenings with the project.  
 
Task 1: Find the appropriate college section that the PI belongs to 
 
Step A:  
a. Determined what college the PI belongs to, see Procedure 2 for a list of colleges 
 
Task 2:  Take the 11 x 17 paper out of the binder and place in the typewriter. 
 
Task 3: In the next available line type in the appropriate information in the matrix boxes    
      (moving across horizontally):  
 
Step A:  
a. Proposal # 
b. the Title 
c. the PI 
d. the Agency 
e. the Deadline 
f. When you are doing it - in the Out Date Section 
g. The Report # - the number the Access Database has given this project. 
 
 
Additional Information for the Procedure:  
 
None 
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Procedure 8 Task Analysis Data Form  
 
Procedure 8: Log the Project in the Log Book 
When the PA 1 or PA 2 gets the yellow folder it goes through the Log in, Tracking and Routing Procedures. 
 
Goal: The project is logged into the log book is to keep accurate records of all activity that takes place with the 
project. The log is also in place to provide proper tracking of the grant through the routing process to ensure a 
timely submission.   
 
Task 1: Open the Database 
 
Step A: 
a. Click and open Microsoft Access Database  
b. Click and open s:\Databases\RPS 
c. Click and open Menu (which is under forms, if it is not already up on your screen)  
d. Click and open Logs (drop down menu) Select a category: 
i. Grants 
ii. Contracts 
iii. Gift of Money 
iv. Gifts in Kind 
e. Click on Edit Log 
 
Task 2: Scroll to the bottom of the Log (Projects are logged in date order with the most current  
            activity at the bottom of the log). Control End will bring you to the end of the document. 
The PI and title should already be logged in from the transmittal form. When the transmittal form is  
entered, it immediately enters it into the log.   
 
Step A: 
a. Enter the dates in corresponding names and categories 
i. The first person it needs to go to is the Director. Therefore, under their name in the Log, 
enter the date.  
ii. You may also want to enter in additional deadline dates. 
 
Task 3: Close out the Log  
 
Step A:  
a. Click on the x in the upper right hand corner. It automatically saves 
 
Additional Information for the Procedure:  
 
None 
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Procedure 9 Task Analysis Data Form  
 
Procedure 9: Take to the Director for Signature 
 
Goal: Obtaining the Director’s signature is to show that the project has been approved by the Director of the 
Research Services office on campus.  
 
Task 1: Place the yellow folder in the Director’s Urgent/Signature Required Basket on the desk for her   
             signature.  
 
Step A:  
a. The Director will review, sign, and it is given back to the PA 1 position 
 
Additional Information for the Procedure:  
 
None 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Procedure 10 Task Analysis Data Form  
 
Procedure 10: Make a copy of the signed transmittal to replace the unsigned copy 
 
Goal: Replacing the unsigned transmittal from with a signed transmittal form is to maintain the most current, up 
to date information with the proper signatures and information on it, in the project file.  
 
Task 1: Copy the signed transmittal form 
To view the procedure of how to fill out a transmittal form, see Procedure 3.  
 
Task 2: Place the original signed in the yellow folder attached to the proposal 
 
Task 3: Attach the new copied form to the proposal in the project folder 
 
Step A: 
a. The project folder is in the PA 2’s stand up files  
b. Find the correct project folder, take out the old transmittal without the Director’s signature on it 
and throw it away, and replace it with the copied transmittal form with the Director’s signature.  
The transmittal form should be attached/clipped on to the proposal.  
 
Additional Information for the Procedure:  
 
None 
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Procedure 11 Task Analysis Data Form  
 
Procedure 11: Log the Project out in the Log Book 
 
Goal: Logging the project out of the log book is to ensure that we have proper records of when the project left 
the RS office and when it was signed by who on the attached signature list. This is a method of tracking to 
provide adequate time for submission.  
 
Task 1: Open the Database 
 
Step A: 
a. Click and open Microsoft Access Database 
b. Click and open s:\Databases\RPS 
c. Click and open Menu (which is under forms, if it is not already on the screen) 
d. Click and open Logs (drop down menu)   
i. Grants 
        ii. Contracts 
       iii. Gift of Money 
                               iv. Gifts in Kind 
e. Click on Edit Log 
 
Task 2: Scroll to the bottom of the Log (Projects are logged in date order with the most current activity at the 
bottom of the log). 
 
Step A: 
a. Put dates in the corresponding names and categories. 
b. Make sure you enter in the date that the folder is leaving the Research Services office and being 
delivered to the PI. This date will be entered in the projects section in the log under the PI's 
name. 
 
Task 3: Close out the Log 
 
Step A:  
a. Click on the x in the upper right hand corner. It automatically saves. 
 
Additional Information for the Procedure:  
 
None 
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Procedure 12 Task Analysis Data Form  
 
Procedure 12: Delivery of Yellow Folder to the PI 
 
 
The routing process starts with the PI and takes place in the order indicated on the routing slip. 
  
Because most proposals have deadlines requiring expediency, the folder is typically hand delivered directly to 
the PI by the student worker. If there is no student, another staff member in the office will deliver the folder.  
 
 
Goal: Delivering of the yellow folder is for the purpose of gaining their signature approval.  
 
Task 1: Decision of who will deliver the yellow folder 
Step A:  
1. If there is a student working or coming in that day, place the folder in the Student's Work Basket 
(located on the students work desk in the upper right hand corner.)  If there is no student in or 
coming in, the folder goes to the PA1, PA 2, or PA 3 position and they decide how it will get 
delivered. 
 
2. The Folder is Hand Delivered directly to the PI , NOT  put into the campus mail.   
a. If the PI is not at his/her office, DO NOT slide the folder underneath the door.  
i. Go to the Department office and give the folder to the secretary. 
ii. If the secretary is not there put in the Department mail box. 
 
 
Task 2: The Folder is Hand Delivered directly to the PI , NOT  put into the campus mail.   
      Step A: 
 a. If the PI is not at his/her office, DO NOT slide the folder underneath the door.  
iii. Go to the Department office and give the folder to the secretary. 
iv. If the secretary is not there put in the Department mail box. 
 
 
Additional Information for the Procedure:  
  
** If the folder is not left directly with the PI, call and e-mail him/her.  
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Procedure 13 Task Analysis Data Form  
 
Procedure 13: Follow up on Folder 
 
Goal: Following up helps in tracking the folder to know its location.  
 
Task 1: Following up on the folder  
 
Step A: 
a. You can begin by calling the PI, then the department chair and proceed down the line as 
follows until the folder is located and you know it is secure and moving: 
PI 
Department Chair 
College Financial Advisor 
College Dean 
Secretary  
Provost 
If contract: Diane Moen, Marlene Schultz, or Mike Mattison in the business office. 
 
 
Additional Information for the Procedure:  
 
** If you do retain dates of who has the folder and on what dates, enter this information into the  
     log. Directions in how to enter the log and fill out the date, see Procedure 8.  
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Procedure 14 Task Analysis Data Form  
 
Procedure 14: Upon Folder Return, Log the Project in the Log Book 
 
Goal: It is logged  for the purpose of tracking the proposal. 
 
Task 1: Open the Database 
 
Step A: 
a. Click and open Microsoft Access Database  
b. Click and open s:\Databases\RPS 
c. Click and open Menu (which is under forms, if it is not already on the screen)  
d. Open Logs (drop down menu) Select a category: 
i. Grants 
ii. Contracts 
iii. Gift of Money 
iv. Gifts in Kind 
e. Click on Edit Log 
 
Task 2: Scroll to the bottom of the Log (Projects are logged in date order with the most current activity at the 
bottom of the log). Control End will bring you to the end of the document.  
 
Step A: 
a. Put dates in corresponding names and categories 
i.     Log in the "mail deadline" - Enter in the date that the folder comes back to  
       Research Services from routing.  
 
Task 3: Close out the Log  
 
Step A:  
a. Click on the x in the upper right hand corner. It automatically saves. 
 
Additional Information for the Procedure:  
 
None  
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Procedure 15 Task Analysis Data Form  
 
Procedure 15: Prepare for Mailing 
 
Goal: Preparing for the mailing is to take all necessary steps to secure that all possible details are taken care of 
and the proposal is mailed properly.  
 
Task 1: Preparation for Mailing  
 
Step A: 
a. The proposal is given to the PA 2 and she prepares the proposal for mailing.  
? Making the appropriate number of copies, as indicated in the guidelines. 
? Making sure all forms are filled out appropriately. 
? Typing the mailing labels 
? Insert the proper number of proposal copies 
? A cover letter made be needed 
 
Additional Information for the Procedure:  
 
None 
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Procedure 16 Task Analysis Data Form  
 
Procedure 16: Log the Project out in the Log Book 
 
Goal: It is logged out of the log book is to ensure an accurate record/documentation of when the project left the 
RS office.  
 
Task 1: Open the Database 
 
Step A: 
a. Click and open Microsoft Access Database  
b. Click and open s:\Databases\RPS 
c. Click and open Menu (which is under forms, if it is not already on the screen) 
d. Open Logs (drop down menu) Select a category: 
i. Grants 
ii. Contracts 
iii. Gift of Money 
iv. Gifts in Kind 
e. Click on Edit Log 
 
Task 2: Scroll to the bottom of the Log (Projects are logged in date order with the most current activity at the 
bottom of the log). 
 
Step A: 
     a. Put dates in corresponding names and categories 
   i.     Enter the date and how it was mailed under RS/Mail. 
(First Class, Priority, Fast Lane or anything you would have done to submit it.) 
 
Task 3: Close out the Log 
 
Step A:  
a. Click on the x in the upper right hand corner. It automatically saves. 
 
Additional Information for the Procedure:  
 
None 
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